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Dawn Roberts 
3 4 7  "L.creenview, Chicago, IL 60657 

November I ,  2005 11:07 

m bnmuel 
c1.- . presentatives 
13 19 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Emanuel: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. Ir. addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Roberts 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



142 Smokerise Drive , Sautee-Nacoochee, GA 30571 

November 30,2005 11:21 PM 

Senator Saxby Chambliss 
U S .  Senate 
416 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Senice CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Chambliss: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Claire Collie1 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Sharon Hitchcock DEC 3 0 2005 

Representative Jim Nussle 
U.S. House of Representatives 
303 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Nussle: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a mouth. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Hitchcock 

CC: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



DEC 3 0 2005 I 

November 1,2005 11:13 AM 

Senator Richard Shelby 
US.  Senate 
I I0 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 I 0-000 1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Shelby: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In  addcion, it wouid have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Renee Broach 
. .  

. ., cc: 
The Federal Communication3 Co!ninission 

, ,  

. , i / _ ,  .. . , .. 
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Jam- W-ll 
4321 youree h v e  Suite 400, Shreveprt ,  LA 71105-3347 

November I, 2005 1139 AM 

Representative Jim McCrery 
US. llouse of Representatives 
2104 Ragbum House OfficeBuilding 
Washington,DC205l5-0001 

Subjnt Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative McCreq: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) poaition to change the Univenal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents. including me, my friends, family and nei&bra, 
willbenegatively impacted bg theunfa i rchangep ,opedby theFCC. 

A. gou know, USF is currentlg collected on a revenue h i s .  People who use more pay more into the system. ll the FCC changes 
that system toa f l a t  fee,that meanrthstsomeonewhousesonethou-dminutesamonthof 1ongdiatance.paystheame 
amount intothefunderiaomeonewhouses.erominutesof longdistanceamonth. Gnstituentawhousethei*limitedrkJou~=es 
wirelg should not be penalired for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcause mang low-volumelong distanceu3ers,likestudentsprepaidwi~elessuaers,senio~citirensandiow- 
income residential and rural consumera, to give up their phones due  to unaffordable monthly incre(l8es on their bib. Shifting 
thefundingburdenof theUSFfromhighvolumeto1ow-volumeusersisI.adicalandunnffessal.y. I.addition,itwouldhsvea 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America 

TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of which1amamembel;keepameinfoolmedabout theUSFisruewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinfomationon theirive~~ite,includinglin~toFCCinformation. While lamaware tha t  federallawdoesnot ? q u i r e  
companiestorerovel;or"passalong'thesefees totheil.customera,tber~ity isthat they do. Asaconsume*Iwouldlikeensul.eI 
am chereed fairly. If the  FCC g- to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the  Cmlition's recent 
mertiegs,with tppFCCofficials, theFCChasplans tochange toaflat feesystem soon and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordwelopmentaon theissueandcontinue tospreadthewordtomy community. Irequest y o u w  
along my concerns totheFCConmybe~,lettingthemknowhowaihtfeetaacauld~pro~~iollatelyatlect thmein your 
constituencg. 

Tha~kyouforyourcontinuedworkandIlookforwardtohea~ingabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

S m e s  Caldwel! 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. , ,  . ,  , 

. ,  , , . ,  . 

,, , .  



Joe Petrullo 
3216 I akeshore Drive, Deerfield Beach, FL 33442-1919 - ---"----a 

November 1,2005 11:lO AM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
3 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, ii would have a'highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

lhank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Petrullo 

cc: 
The Federal Cmununications Commission 

, 



November 1,2005 ll:48AM 

Senator Jefl Sessions 
U.S. Senate 
335 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington. DCzo51O-ooO1 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Senice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lsions: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commission; (FCC) p i t i o n  to change the Universal SerYice 
Fund (USF) collection methdl  to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

&you know, USF is cunantly collected on a revenue basis. P ~ p l e  who we more pay more into the  system. If the FCC chaees 
thatsqstem toaf la t fee ,  that meanathatsom~newhou~onethou~dminuteaamonthof lo~dis tance ,pays  thesame 
amount into thefundasmmeunewhouses zero minutes oflongdistanceamonth Constituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely shouldDot~penali.edfol.doingso. 

A flat fee tax couldcause many lw-valume 10% distanceu~~altkeatudenta,plepaidwiieless users,aeniorcitirens andlow- 
income residential and mrd consumera to give up their phones due  to unafforddable monthlg increase0 on their bills. Shifting 
the f u n d i e  burden of the USF from b h  yolume to low-yolume usem is radical and unaffearaq. In addition, it would have a 

highly detrimental e f l d  on small businesses all acrw America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIama member, k e e p m e  infomedabout theUSFissuewithmonthy newle t te rsandup 
toda te  informationon their,n?lxite, indudinglinlw toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companies to recover, or "pw along" these fees to their customera, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgoes toanumbers taxed,myaenicewillcoetmore. Anderror&* totheCmlitionhr-nt 
neetinge w d t o p  FCC officials. the  FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without le&ttion. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentaon theissuealrdcontinue tospread thewordtomycommunity. Irequest youpass 
alonsmqmncernstotheFCConmybehalf,letti~themknowhowaUat feetaxmulddisp~oportionat~ly affect thosein qour 
constituency. 

~ ~ ~ k y o u f o * y o u ~ c o ~ t i ~ u ~ w o * k a ~ d l l ~ k f o ~ a ~ d  tohearingabout your-itiononthismatter. 

Sincerely. 

RoaerR&ud 

cc: 

The Federal GrumunicationbGmmission 
. ,  



, I [ FCC - ~ ~ ~ j t - y , ; . . .  , 1 
4 4 4  Lionel Vandergriff 

3996 Meadowlark, Orange, TX 77632-5913 

November 30,2005 11:26 PM 

Representative Kevin Brady 
U.S. House of Representatives 
428 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

..epresentative Brady: 

..aye serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

A6 you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constitnents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my senice 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Lionel Vandergriff 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Michael Fahiszak i U E C  3 0 2005 I 
354 Norman Circle, Smyma, DE 19977 

.. _ ,  

Senator Joseph Biden 
U.S. Senate 
20 I Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

vGGZTenator Biden: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. :n addition, it woulj h a w a  highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cast more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, . .  

Michael Fabiszak 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission . ,  

, ,  

.j 



Paul Macek 
301 12th Street, Windber,PA 15963 

November 1,2005 10:59 AM 

Senator Rick Santorum 
U.S. Senate 
5 1 1 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on th~s matter 

Sincerely. 

Paul Macek 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Heather Slinkdrd DEL 3 0 2005 
7 Evesham I.ane , Bella Vista, AR 72714 I 

Senator Bldllche I.incoln 
U.S. Senale 
355 Dirkscn Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

- _  
Dear Senator Lincoln: 

I have serious coucerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, Family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constitueiits who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume >seis is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the r-dity is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensue I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers tti y service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC .ans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the w 6 d  to my c0mum.y. I request 
you pass alonz my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

. .. . . 

Sincerely. , 
. : 

Heather Slinkard 

FCC Cienerdl 



November 1,2005 11:56AM 
. ,  

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
U.S. Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 2C510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constihlents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is yrrently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bi;k Shifting the fundg$Lhrd& ofthe USF from lCcc -d~?.mz t3 low-volane users is radical and 
unneceaswj. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date mformation on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jeny Benton 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Kimberly Antey I ,- I 
P 0 Box 187,  New Haven, IL 62867 bL. - Fd,/\V e,-. ---_ 1 %  rst-idfd - ---- 

November 1,2005 AM 

Senator Barack Obama 
U.S. Senate 
713 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Obama: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you kriow, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rwal cens'xners, +? $vs zp +L.eir phozez du? t3 .xiaffordable aonthlj. increases on 
their bilk. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Kimberly Antey 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representative Dave Camp 
US.  House of Representatives 
137 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Univei Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Camp: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Cc 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method 
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their bills. Shifting the titunding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
tbey do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Janice Williams 
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The Federal Communications Commission 
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RepresentativeG. Butterfield 
U.S. Houseof Kepresdntatives 
413 Cannon H6use Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Butterfield: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you l u i ~ w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the Same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and k a l  c6nsumeri, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their b.m. Shittmg +e funding Durden of tne USF from nlgn volume IO iow-voiume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

sandra westmoreland 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint.Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constihlents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbora, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you !UIO:W, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a Bat iee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who me their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden ofthe USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecesscry. Ir. ;lditicn, i; , d d C  ;.hi- X 2 g L y  'Gthtientai efeci on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Naus 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 1,2005 12:02 PM 

Representative Charles Dent 
U.S. House of Repesentatives 
502 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Rr: Federal--State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Dent: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (IISF) collection metbod.to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
d.istance, pays the same amount into the hnd  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residentd and rural consumtp, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 

unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or ”pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonuard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Jane Geiger 

& .- -Ir bil’ L-. . . - +hiC.iIing the fu.iLn6 ;,&n JT Lc Z X  ko2iL Lig!;!. ,&me.io laa . JO!LGZ users is radical and 

CC: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 11:57 AM 

Representative Daniel Lipinski 
U. S. House of Representatives 
121 7 ~0r;gworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Sublect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Unlversal Servlce CC Docket 96-45 

. 1 
I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  US12 is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC c!ianges that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students. prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income resideutial and &a1 consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills S :iftmng the h d m g  burUen-ci%%%Si. G m h i g b  vonii1lk~i6 :C%+c,Iume uszrs is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federa! law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Behof 

CC: 

'The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senate 
33 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington; DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (IJSF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, fmi ly  and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the h n d  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fce tax could c x k . ~  maciy low-volume long'dis&ce bers,  like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the US' from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

June Jerome 

, , . -,, . ,  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



mGalli 
75233 Spyglas  Drive, Indian Wells, CA S m O  

Noyember l, 2005 11:% AM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
US.Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, E€ 20510-0001 

SuLject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC M e t  96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious Concerns regarding the FederalCommunications Commission; (FCC)position tochange theUnivezsal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors. 
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by theFCC. 

A, you know, USF is cunently collected on a revenue his. People who we more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes 
that system toaf le t  fee,that meansthataomeonewhouseeonethousandminuteeamoathof loagdistance,pe.ysthesame 
amount into the fund as someonewho uses zero minutes of long distance a month Constituentswho use their limited resources 
wisely should not be pnal ized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could can- manq low-volume long distance u d ~ q  like students, prepaid w i d -  users, senior citizens and low- 
income residential and rural consumen, to give up their phones d u e  to undfordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of theUSFfromhighwlume tolow-volumeusersisradicalandulmn~~. Inaddi t iosi t  wouldhavea 
hi&y detrimental effect on small businesses all across America 
TheKeepUSFFairCdition,of whichIamamember,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newlet tersandup 
todateinformation on theirwehrite,inclu~inglin~ toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federallawdoesnot require 
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that theq do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgoes toanumberstax4,my servicewillcost more. ~dacco,dingtotheCoalition'srecent 
mcetingiwithtopHICofficials,theFCChasplanatochange toaf la t  f~eeystemsoonandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcoi+inue tomonito~developmentson theissueandcontinuetospraadtbewo~dttomycommunity. lrequest you pass 
alo~myconcernstotheFCConmybehalf,lettingthemk~owhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisp~oportionately affect t h m i n  your 
constituency. 

Thank you for yourcontinuedworkandIlwkforwaid tohearingabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Hal a l i  



Jamie Johnson ~ p p  PPLJ" II &.,. I \r .," ..A 

3600 Ridgewood Drive , Hutchinson, KS 67502 1 -  

November 1,2005 11~27 AM 

Representative Jeny Moran 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2443 Raybum House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Moran: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it .would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jamie Johnson , 
, . , . , .  , , , / ' ,  

CC: 
The Federal Cmnications@qmgnission 

I .  
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233 East Walnut St. , Oneida, NY 13421 

November 30,2005 10:44 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U S .  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I nave serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more, AQd according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my comunity.  I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproponionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Virginia Linstruth 

. ,  , .  

cc 
FCC General Email Box 



November I ,  ZOOS 1 1 : 12 AM 

Representative Judy Biggert 
U.S. House of Representatives 
13 17 L,ongworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Rcpresentative Biggert: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, , .  

Christine Zajda 

C C  

The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 1,2005 11:31 AM 

Senator Ken Salazar 
U.S. Senate 
702 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

L"T .~ .nator Salazar: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would havc a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

F. Whissen 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission , .  . 

. ,  - 
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November 30,2005 11:Ol PM 

Representative Ray LaHood 
US. House of Representatives 
1424 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative LaHood 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCCj position IO change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost,more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Pam CGstiiinson 

v i . .  . 
cc: 
FCC General EmaIl E&'',. 

, ~ , I , )  


